BACKGROUND ON GRANT COMMITTEE ITEMS for FY2021
PART I, 3/17/20

1. All Programs
a. Review scoring percentages and criteria. For each grant program, we revisited each criterion’s
percentage of the total score, especially after deciding to combine Outcome Evaluation with another
criterion. Referring to the Grant Criteria Scoring Suggestions document (#3), most of the changes
just reflect the decision to not have Outcome Evaluation as a separate criterion anymore. Other
suggested changes include:

e Since Art Legacy Project (APL) will have its own rounds and be scored separately from Art
Projects, we suggest increasing the number of points for Impact, as these projects need to
have long term impact and leave an arts legacy.

e For Start Up (SU) grants, there isn’t a lot involved in Feasibility for filing for 501(c)(3) status,
so more weight was given to Merit of the Organization.

e For Individual Artist: Community Collaboration (ACC) grants, we were concerned that there
were too many criteria, so we suggest combining Artistic Merit of the Community Project
with Community Collaboration and retitling it Merit of the Community Project. The
new/combined criterion will have equal weight with Growth for the artist.

Then, looking at the FY21 Criteria Scoresheets document (#4), which outlines what panelists should
be looking for under each criterion, the bullet points for Outcome Evaluation have been moved
under Impact for all programs except for:
e Start Up — already had Outcome Evaluation as part of Feasibility
e Art Study Opportunity for Youth — applicants won’t need to write or be scored on actual
Outcome Evaluation plans, but will rather speak to how they hope to grow through the
opportunity
e |A: Community Collaboration — OQutcome Evaluation was moved under Growth

Also, wording in the criteria descriptions has been made clearer and has been condensed and
rearranged to reflect the changes made to the applications, which the committee approved last
month. The order of the criteria will now align much better with the order of the questions in the
applications, making things easier for panelists.

We have some specific questions that came up related to the criteria:
i. Art Project/Art Legacy Project: Resumes for key personnel. Do we need resumes for “key
personnel” (vs artists), which was meant to be for people from the organization who have a
large role? Our current application asks for resumes for “other paid personnel.” To date,
the criteria have included “accomplished personnel suited to the proposed art project”

under Ability (again, separate from artists).

ii. Art Legacy Project Planning: Artistic Quality. Do we need the Artistic Quality criterion or
could those couple of things go under Ability? As part of that, we ask them to “upload a
resume or qualifications document for the person(s) who will be making the artistic decisions



during the course of this project planning.” What is a “qualifications document” and do we
need to ask for that? Also how would panelists to determine if the assisting orgs are high
quality? The assisting organizations are most often Springboard for the Arts or Forecast
Public Art.

iii. Individual Artist: Established Career: Proof of career stage. Do we still want to include the
question: “Explain what makes you an established career artist”? Or does “Where are you
now in your artistic career?” cover that? If we keep it, would we want to add something to
the criteria checking that there is evidence that they should be applying at the career level?

iv. Individual Artist: Community Collaboration: Arts legacy, ADA access. Do we need the
project to leave an arts legacy? Or does the community involvement piece already imply
that? In the Underserved area, do we want them to address ADA accessibility as well, like in
Art Projects?

b. Budget Narrative field. Do we want the Budget Narrative field (in all grant programs) to be required

or not? It has been required so far.

2. Individual Artist programs

a.

Guidelines for applicant age requirement. SMAC requires that Individual Artist applicants be at
least 18 in order to apply. Do they need to be 18 by the time of application, or by time of a signed
grant contract?

Define “publishing” and related eligibility. Our guidelines state that the following is ineligible:
“Projects that include publishing that is initiated solely by the applicant (i.e., vanity press).” Is this
something that we want to continue including in our guidelines? It looks like the other regional arts
councils allow publishing in their grants for artists. If we would keep this restriction, how do we
want to define “publishing”? Is self-publishing as a writer different from making a CD as a musician
or having a show as a visual artist? Are some parts or stages of the publishing process ok (like
editing currently is) while other parts are not? What do we want to allow or make ineligible?

Proof of SMAC-region residency. Our guidelines regarding applicants’ SMAC-region residency
currently state:

The Individual Artist grant program is open to any permanent resident in the eighteen counties of the
SMAC service region . . . Applicants must be a region resident for at least six months prior to
submitting an application and remain a resident throughout the contract period. Applicants may be
asked to provide proof of residency, which must be demonstrated by at least two of the following,
showing an eligible address: 1) A valid Minnesota driver's license, 2) Certification of eligibility to vote
within the SMAC region, 3) Bills for utilities or mortgage/rent.

It doesn’t come up very often that we need to ask an applicant to provide proof of SMAC-region
residency, but we need to review how/what we are asking for.

Some concerns are:
=  People could have a state ID card (or nothing?) rather than a driver’s license.



=  With voting eligibility, we could have people provide their birth date so we could verify their
voting registration, but people could be not registered to vote or be ineligible to vote in
general. Actual “certification of eligibility to vote” (CERV) is for being reinstated after a
felony.

As an alternative to providing proof of residency, at least one regional arts council has a pre-
application certification form where applicants check boxes verifying things like their region
residency. We could add a similar check box to our applications, along with another check box that
they commit to staying in region during grant period. Region 2 Arts Council uses the following
statement for certification of the checked boxes: “Your electronic signature verifies the truth of your
responses and holds you legally responsible for them.”

Consider providing longer grant history reports. For each grant applicant (organizations and
individuals), we currently provide the panel with a report on their last 3 years of grant history with
SMAQC, if any. Because artists don’t apply as frequently, it may look like long-time applicants are
new if they haven’t requested anything in the past three years. Should we provide longer grant
history reports for artists?

Clarify the number of artists an ACC project can involve. Staff recommends that the applicants for
this program be limited to single artists, not pairs or groups of artists.

3. Board Initiated Grants / Local Arts Initiative / Rural Arts & Culture Summit Scholarships

a.

The grants known to board members as “Board Initiated” grants have been used to fund requests
brought to SMAC's attention that would not be eligible under any of our grant programs. We have
funded things like the SW/WC Service Cooperative’s Young Artists Conference and travel costs for
community theatre groups who have moved on to national competitions. When budgeting and
talking about this program within SMAC, we have called it “Board Initiated Grants,” but when
reporting to MSAB and to the press, we have called it “Local Arts Initiative.” Staff suggestion is to
choose one of the two program titles to use consistently across everything.

Rural Arts & Culture Summit Scholarships (“WKS”) have been under the umbrella of Board Initiated
grants, most likely because until very recently requests were handled outside of the normal grant
process — it used to be a first-come, first-served Yes/No, but as of FY20 we have an official scoring
process with criteria, etc. Staff suggestion is to make the RAC Summit Scholarships their own
program/budget line item separate from Board Initiated grants.



